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DETAILED ACTION 



Acknowledgements 

1 . Claims 1 -1 9 are pending in this Office Action 

2. This Office Action is given Paper No. 2008021 9 for reference purposes only. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



Claims 1-10 and 12-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Walker et al (US 6085169) in view of Miller et al (US 5640.569). 



3. With respect to claims 1, 13, 14 and 18, Walker teaches an article of 
manufacture, a method and providing a service of a management system, the method 
comprising the steps of: 

a. obtaining data associated with at least one potential demand for use of the 
one or more resources (column 3, lines 60-64); and 

b. generating a management model in accordance with at least a portion of 
the obtained data, wherein the management model is operative to determine an 
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allocation of the one or more resources based on combinations of price levels 
and service levels that may be offered to one or more users of the one or more 
resources so as to attempt to satisfy at least one management goal (column 2, 
lines 46-65). 

c. wherein the one or more resources are associated with an electronic utility 
(column/line 2/66-3/9). 

Walker does not teach with respect to computing resources. However, Miller 
teaches a method for allocating available computer resources (abstract). It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to modify Walker with the disclosure 
in Miller because computer resources because computer resources are allocated 
through a management system. 

4. Regarding claim 2, Walker teaches the method of claim 1, wherein the 
management model generating step further comprises determining the allocation also 
based on at least one of historical data and predicted data associated with a demand 
pattern (column 2, lines 52-56). 

5. As to claim 3, Walker teaches the method of claim 1, wherein the management 
model generating step further comprises determining the allocation also based on at 
least one of historical data and predicted data associated with a resource usage level 
(column 23, lines 25-40). 
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6. With respect to claims 4-5 and 7-8, Walker teaches 

d. the method of claim 1, wherein the management model generating step 
further comprises representing the at least one potential demand as one of a 
demand curve and a discrete choice model (Figure 5c); 

e. the method of claim 1 , wherein the management model generating step 
further comprises aggregating at least one of historical data and predicted data 
associated with a resource usage level (column 13, lines 26-39; Figure 5c); 

f. the method of claim 6, wherein the setting step is based on at least one of 
current data and predicted data (column 24, lines 30-33, lines 45-48); and 

g. the method of claim 6, wherein the at least one of current data and 
predicted data comprises at least one of demand data and resource data 
(column 23, lines 25-40). 

7. Regarding claim 6, Walker teaches the method of claim 1, wherein the 
management model generating step further comprises setting price levels and service 
levels to be offered to users (column/line 12/66-13/3). 

8. As to claims 9 and 10, Walker teaches: 

h. the method of claim 6, wherein the setting step is also based on price- 
service-level combinations (column 5, line 53-63); and 
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i. the method of claim 9, wherein the management model generating step 
further comprises evaluating a revenue value for each price-service-level 
combination (column 5, line 53-63). 

Regarding claim 9, Walker does not teach a maximum price level of 
combinations. On the other hand, Walker et al. does teach setting price and service 
levels based on current inventory, pricing and revenue information (column 4, lines 53- 
63). Therefore, as a maximum price level of combination is at least pricing information, 
the claim is at least a predicted result (KSR) of the teachings of Walker et al. (column 4, 
lines 53-63). 

9. Regarding claim 12, Walker teaches the method of claim 1, wherein the 
management goal is at least one of: (i) achieving a revenue goal; (ii) increasing a 
market share; (iii) responding to a competitor; and (iv) smoothing a demand pattern 
(column 13, lines 42-59). 

1 0. With respect to claim 1 5 and 16, Walker teaches the method of claim 1 , 
j. a yield management model (column 2, lines 56-59). 

k. a revenue management model (column 2, lines 52-56). 

As to claim 17, Walker teaches 

I. a memory (Figure 2); and 

m. at least one processor coupled to the memory (Figure 2). 
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Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walker 
and Miller as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Baseman et al (US 
6671673). 

11. With respect to claim 11, Walker does not explicitly teach the management 
resource model using one of a linear programming solver and a nonlinear programming 
solver. However, Baseman et al teaches solving the management resource model 
using one of a linear programming solver and a nonlinear programming solver 
(column/line 22/31-23/4). It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art to modify Walker with the solving techniques provided in Baseman because it allows 
for solving with multiple constraints and variables for increased efficiency. 

Conclusion 

12. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Hornick et al (US 5255184) and Talluri (US 6263315). 

13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to BRANDI PARKER whose telephone number is 
(571)272-9796. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur. 8-4pm. 

14. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Calvin Hewitt can be reached on (571) 272-6709. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/71 8,21 0 Page 7 

Art Unit: 4137 

15. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/BRANDI PARKER/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 4137 

/Calvin L Hewitt II/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 4137 



